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Job Pressure and Lack of Support, two factors of job 
stress, were correlated with the role constructs, Role 
Ambiguity, Role Conflict, and Role Overload, and then 
entered into a multiple regression study to predict two 
distinct coping strategies, control and escape. The Job 
Stress Survey was used to obtain Job Presssure and Lack of 
Support scores, and the role constructs were obtained from 
several questionnaires. Data were obtained from 105 
employees, 61.2% male, 38.8% female, from different levels 
of several oganizations. Bivariate correlations, carried 
out to determine the relationship between the job stress 
factors and the role constructs, showed positive 
correlations between Lack of Support and both Role 
Ambiguity, as hypothesized, and Role Conflict; and Job 
Pressure with both Role Overload and Role Conflict, as 
hypothesized. When multiple regression analyses were 
conducted to determine whether the role constructs and the 
job stress factors predicted coping behaviors, Role 
Ambiguity predicted escape as a coping mechanism in all 
three of the situations, as hypothesized. Lack of Support, 
however, only predicted "escape" in a Role overload 
situation. A control coping behavior was not predicted by 
any of the factors. 
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Stress on the job has become an increasingly popular 
topic of study, for a good reason. In a 1985 study by the 
National Center for Health Statistics, more than half of the 
40,000 workers surveyed reported experiencing "a lot" or 
"moderate" stress in the past two weeks (Miller, 1988). This 
reported individual experience of stress can manifest itself 
in factors such as decreased self-esteem and increased 
frustration which, in turn, can lead to aggression and 
maladaptive perception (Postman & Bruner, 1948), and even 
more severe conditions such as coronary heart disease 
(Sharit & Salvendy, 1982). 
What does this mean to the organization? Stress is not 
only affecting the individual employee, but it is eroding 
the bottom line. During 1981, the national health 
expenditures for employees in the United States were more 
than $320 billion, more than twice as high as i ~ 1976. 
The kind of costs contributing to this figure are lost 
workdays, work interference due to health problems, work 
interference affecting others, hospitilization, outpatient 
care, and mortality. Premature deaths cost business and 
industry $25 billion and 132 million lost workdays in 1981 
alone. Consequently, these costs are passed along to the 
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consumer (Pelletier, 1984). 
Additionally, several more recent findings indicate 
the benefit of counteracting the negative effects of stress 
and the erosion of the bottom line. In a 1986 report 
prepared by the Washington Business Group on Health, results 
of a study at the Equitable Life Assurance Society were 
presented. In this study, pre- and post-treatment costs of 
stress on work were calculated, including time away from the 
job due to stress symptoms, clinic visits, and absenteeism. 
A program providing counseling and biofeedback training was 
instilled for people with stress problems. The cost-benefit 
ratio demonstrated that for each dollar spent on treatment, 
the company saved $5.52. 
Similarly, the connection between work and stress 
raises legal issues as well. Workers' compensation claims 
due to work stress have risen, and many have gone to the 
courts. For example, in the Carter versus General Motors 
case, an assembly line worker was awarded benefits for 
functional disability attributed to the accumulation of 
stress produced by his supervisor's criticism and his 
difficulty in performing his job (Jaffee et al., 1986). 
Thus, it appears that there is a huge incentive to both 
corporations and individuals to lower the negative effects 
of stress which are causing a drain on the economy and 
public health. However, although the study of stress is 
increasing, there are many factors that still need to be 
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researched. One of the reasons that both workers and 
managers are so baffled by stress is that it is not always 
clear what causes it (Miller, 1988). In order to attempt to 
manage stress, and reduce the negative effects of stress, 
one must first identify and understand how the sources of 
stress originate. Along the same lines, it is not clear 
what positive effects stress can have, or how to cope with 
it to achieve these positive effects. Thus, understanding 
the sources of stress, while important, is not the only 
necessary criterion for stress reduction. One needs to 
understand the coping process as well. To better understand 
the coping process is one of the purposes of this study. 
The Study of Role Stress 
Many people are not clear as to the exact meaning of 
stress. Selye (1953) defined stress as the nonspecific 
response of the body to any demand. These responses were 
first recognized by such evidence as adrenal stimulation, 
shrinkage of lymphatic organs , and loss of body weight with 
alterations in the chemical composition of the body. Later 
it was found to consist of other changes as well. These 
changes form a syndrome, a set of manifestations which 
appear together. Selye (1953) called this the general 
adaptation syndrome (G.A.S.). 
More recently, stress has been defined by Baum, Singer, 
and Baum (1981) as a process in which environmental events 
or forces, called stressors, threaten an organism's 
existence and well-being. The organism then responds to 
this threat. The stress process consists of perceiving a 
threat, coping with it, and adapting to it. 
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The sources of stress are infinite. There is no source 
of stress more important than all others. However, if 
stress is to be understood as a product of identifiable 
conditions shared by a large number of people and not simply 
random circumstances that happen to a few people, then the 
study of role stress should be inseparable from the study of 
job stress (Pearlin, 1983). 
The importance of the study of role stress has been 
emphasized in several ways. McGrath (1976) points out that 
roles transcend settings. Roles are the intersect of the 
"social environment" and the "person." In general, how a 
person acts and reacts depends on how he/she perceives he/ 
she is expected to act. Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, and 
Rosenthal (1964) state that the study of the impact of an 
organization upon an individual may be approached through 
the observation of the role behaviors of its members as they 
affect the individual. Findings from the studies of Kahn et 
al. (1964) also show the pervasiveness of role-based stress. 
Pearlin (1983) stated that role strains are fertile grounds 
for symptoms of stress because they diminish crucial aspects 
of the self (i.e., self-esteem), and then the individual 
becomes especially vulnerable to stress. 
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To summarize, Pearlin (1983) lists several reasons to 
study role stress: roles are generally potent sources of 
stress because people attach considerable importance to role 
activities, roles reflect properties of the broader contexts 
in which they are located (i.e., values and goals of 
different occupations), and roles are representative of major 
population groups and are concerned with repeated, patterned 
behavior rather than odd or unique experiences. 
In addition, another reason for the study of role stress 
is the occurrence of several trends in modern society. There 
is the consistent problem of self-identity and the 
pervasiveness of role-expectations. One trend is the 
increasing rapidity of technological change. This has 
created a dependence on experts and thus there is less control 
for the individual. Another trend is the increasing 
importance of large scale organizations in shaping individual 
and social life. Due to the fact that many organizations are 
large-scale and complex, there is an inherent need of the 
organization to depend on role performances. The more 
specialized the organization is the greater is the need for 
interdependence and conformity to organizational rules. This 
need for conformity promotes the organization to have influence 
over its member's behavior. Together, these trends create a 
combination of conformity, dependence and deference to 
authority. Yet, these factors alone are not the cause of the 
problem. To the idea of conformity, dependence and 
deference, is added conflicting and ambiguous directions. 
These problems seem to arise from these demands under the 
conditions of accelerating change (Kahn et al., 1964). 
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Thus, the rapidly changing technology, the demand for 
conformity, dependence and deference, conflicting and 
ambiguous expectations, decreased self-esteem, and frustration 
create a stressful experience for many workers. As noted 
earlier, this consequently affects not only the individual 
but the organization as well. Although role stress, 
particularly role ambiguity and role conflict, has been a 
much studied area, much of the data is inconclusive or 
contradictory. For example, Van Sell, Brief, and Schuler 
(1981) examined some studies which suggested that role 
conflict and role ambiguity cause lower productivity, 
dissatisfaction, tension and psychological withdrawel from 
the group; while other studies suggest role stress may only 
cause some of these outcomes. However, different types of 
instruments, and different sample types may be confounding 
factors, and thus contribute to the inconsistenc:es. 
Identification of sources of stress remains a necessity 
in order to protect the individual and the organization from 
the negative effects of stress. 
Role Ambiquity 
Role ambiguity and role conflict have been the most 
frequently identified stressors, according to a study by 
Lasky, Gordon and Srebalus (1986). Many other researchers 
also emphasize the importance of the relationship of role 
ambiguity and role conflict to stress (DeCotiis & Gryski, 
1981; Fisher & Gitelson, 1983; Kahn et al., 1964). 
Role ambiguity has been defined as a lack of necessary 
information available to a given organizational position 
(Rizzo, House & Lirtzman, 1970). It has also been referred 
to as a lack of clarity of meaning in the environmental 
display (Folkman, Schaefer & Lazarus, 1979). It concerns 
uncertainty about whether an event will happen and when it 
will happen, what will happen, what consequences it will 
have, and what can be done about it. Kahn et al. (1964) 
suggest that the fact that size and complexity of the 
organization exceed the individual's span of comprehension 
probably accounts for much of role ambiguity today. Role 
ambiguity appears to be pervasive in the work force; in 
fact, Sharit and Salvendy (1982) state, "Many factors are 
potential sources of stress, however if one had to be 
singled out it would be uncertainty" (p. 150). 
Kahn et al. (1964) list several factors ambiguity can 
arise about: 
1. scope of one's responsibilities 
2. limits of one's authority 
3. rules and sanctions and their applications 




5. job security and opportunities 
6. evaluations of oneself by others 
7. connections of behaviors and goals. 
In addition, the major sources of role ambiguity have 
been identified by Kahn et al. (1964) as arising from: the 
size and complexity of the modern organization, the high 
rates of change (i.e., technology, organizational social 
structure, personnel), and restrictions on flow of 
information in the organization. Concerning the latter 
source, in many cases management advocates the philosophy of 
restricting communication to a "need to know" basis in order 
to hold their power intact. 
The effects of role ambiguity, from the findings of the 
Kahn et al. (1964) research, are as follows: intrapersonal 
tension, lowered job satisfaction, lowered self-esteem, and 
reductions in positive affect for others in the role set. 
Yet, contrary to what seems to follow from the above, McGrath 
(1976) states that these effects are likely to initially 
increase, rather than decrease communication. This would 
increase one's control over the situation, and as Folkman 
(1984) states, "having control over situations is most 
important when a situation is ambiguous" (p. 841). 
Among the most stressful instances of ambiguity are 
those which occur in potentially emotional interpersonal 
transactions. These transactions call for judgments about 
others' intentions, evaluation, and feelings. For example, 
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this can be shown by the difficulty in interpreting 
emotional facial expressions. To interpret facial 
expressions, and the intent of the individual, one must make 
inferences based on complex and ambiguous displays 
(Folkman, Schaefer & Lazarus, 1979). 
Although the negative effects of role ambiguity have 
been profusely expressed above, and in previous research, 
ambiguity can have adaptive value as well. An example of 
this from the medical field is if a patient's chance of 
survival is small, positive morale and motivation to improve 
may be greater if the outcome remained ambiguous (Folkman, 
Schaefer & Lazarus, 1979). An example in the work setting 
would be if an employee's chances of promotion are small, but 
he/ she doesn't know this, the ambiguous outcome may result in 
a more positive outlook and a more motivated worker than if 
he/ she knew there would not be a promotion. Similarly, with 
role ambiguity, an employee may be more adaptable to change, 
and, as previously mentioned, in today's society rapid 
technological growth causes an organizational need to be 
adaptable and flexible (Van Sell, Brief & Schuler, 1981). 
To conclude the discussion on role ambiguity, it is 
necessary to elaborate on the point mentioned above. 
Although role ambiguity has been frequently identified as a 
stressor on the job; it can have some positive value. By 
having ambiguity in one's work role, one is able to set 
his/her own boundaries for the job. Control of the 
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situation, and one's tolerance of ambiguity (which was 
identified by Folkman, Schaefer & Lazarus, 1979, as a possible 
moderator of the role ambiguity-stress relationship), combine 
with other factors to determine how one is affected by role 
ambiguity. Many researchers say that the effectiveness of 
coping is determined by the ability to resolve ambiguity 
(Folkman, Schaefer & Lazarus, 1979). 
Role Conflict 
Role conflict can be defined as incompatibility or 
incongruency in various components of one's role (or roles) 
(Rizzo, House & Lirtzman, 1970). The following types of role 
conflict were identified by Kahn et al. (1964): 
1. Intra-sender conflict: different prescriptions and 
proscripti ons from a single member of the role set 
may be incompatible (i.e., one's supervisor 
requests something to be done that goes against the 
rules, and he/she strictly enforces following the 
rules). 
2. Inter-sender conflict: pressures from one role 
sender oppose those from another sender (i.e., 
pressures on a foreman from his/her supervisor for 
close supervision of his/her subordinates, and 
pressures from the subordinates for looser 
supervision). 
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3. Inter-role conflict: role pressures associated with 
membership in one organization are in conflict with 
pressures from membership in other groups. 
Each of the above are types of sent role conflict. The 
fourth type is generated by a combination of sent pressures 
and internal forces. 
4. Person-role conflict: conflict which may exist 
between the needs and values of a person and the 
demands of his/her role set (i.e., pressures on a 
stockbroker to get ahead by insider trading violate 
his/her moral values). 
Kahn et al. (1964) also identify role overload as a form of 
role conflict. Overload can occur when one has a conflict of 
allocation of time and attention. This can also be thought 
of as a conflict of priorities. All of these types of role 
conflict have in common one major characteristic: members of 
a role set exert pressures to change the behavior of a focal 
person (Kahn et al., 1964). 
Role conflict appears to be as pervasive i the 
workforce as role ambiguity. Lindquist and Whitehead (1986) 
found 55% of their sample to perceive the presence of role 
conflict. As with role ambiguity, there are several negative 
effects of role conflict. Some of these are as follows: 
tendency to reduce trust, liking and respect for the role 
senders from whom the conflict stems, and tendency to 
attribute less power to them, and withdraw or restrict 
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communication with them (Kahn et al., 1964). Because people 
may withdraw and restrict communication with role senders, 
conflict begets more conflict, and the situation could grow 
continually worse. Role conflict can have negative effects 
on a person's "relations" with him/herself, others in the 
role set, the task and/or the organization. 
Several studies have found that people in high-conflict 
roles experience more internal conflicts, reduced job 
satisfaction, and decreased confidence in supervisors and 
the organization (Kahn et al., 1964; McGrath, 1976). 
However, conflict is most likely to occur when one is pulled 
by incompatible forces that are equal to him/her, rather 
than one being more important than the other (Pearlin, 
1983). This makes s ense since role conflict has been 
defined as a conflict of priorities. If one force was more 
important than the other, there would not be a conflict. 
One would address the situation that holds more importance 
to him/her. 
Role Overload 
Role overload, when considered separately from role 
conflict, is also reported to be widespread in 
organizations. Almost half of all respondents in the Kahn 
et al. (1964) study reported role overload. However, 
role overload may produce less stress, or at least less 
interpersonal and intrapersonal consequences, except when it 
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leads to either of the two following states: reduction in 
the quality of performance, or rejection of or failure to 
perform some of the role demands (Kahn et al., 1964). Thus, 
it appears that people may be able to deal with role 
overload more than role conflict or role ambiguity. With 
role overload, the employee probably knows their role 
expectations, as opposed to with role ambiguity or role 
conflict. As with role conflict, however, role overload is 
a conflict of priorities. Once the employee can determine 
his/her priorities, he/she can concentrate on those priority 
situations. 
In Pearlin's (1983) review, it appears that role 
overload occurs at the ends of the spectrum (i.e., highly 
placed white collar and least skilled blue collar workers). 
Yet, role overload is found to be related to stress only 
among workers at the lower end of the spectrum. This 
suggests that role overload is a strain mainly where work is 
not self-generated, but imposed by others. 
Role overload may have some adaptive values as well. 
McGrath (1976) suggests that the appearance of role overload 
is sometimes used as a coping strategy. For example, an 
employee may make it look like he/she is "overloaded" in 
order to avoid taking on any more role demands. 
To conclude the discussion on role conflict and role 
overload, it is necessary to discuss the similarities between 
the consequences of role conflict/role overload and role 
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ambiguity. Consequently, the relationship between these role 
constructs should be mentioned. There are several reasons 
they appear to be related. First, the presence of 
conflicting role pressures may create uncertainty for the 
focal person. Because of the conflict, he/she may not know 
what to do. Secondly, if the role is ambiguous for the focal 
person, it is probably ambiguous to the role senders as well. 
Thus, the role senders may send conflicting pressures without 
being aware of it. Thirdly, some of the sources cited for 
role ambiguity may also be sources of conflict (i.e., 
organization size and complexity, rapid change). Yet, 
although the two role constructs appear to be related, 
conflict and ambiguity are independent sources of stress 
(Kahn et al., 1964). 
The Relationship of Role Constructs to Stress 
Role conflict and role ambiguity and their relationship 
to stress have been studied with many different correlates. 
Many studies have found role conflict and role ambiguity to 
be positively related to job dissatisfaction, tension, 
anxiety, and the propensity to leave the organization 
(French & Caplan, 1972; Hamner & Tosi, 1974; House & Rizzo, 
1972; Ivancevich & Donnelly, 1974; Kahn et al., 1964; Rizzo, 
House & Lirtzman, 1970). Role conflict has been found to be 
negatively related to satisfaction with work itself, 
satisfaction with supervisors, and perception of one's own 
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work quality (Brief & Aldag, 1976). Role ambiguity is 
negatively related to feedback from the job itself. Role 
conflict and role ambiguity were found to be primary sources 
of job stress, which in turn depressed levels of job 
satisfaction producing negative ramifications for 
organizational performance (DeCotiis & Gryski, 1981). Role 
conflict was negatively related to the amount of reported 
influence, and both role conflict and role ambiguity were 
positively related to the amount of perceived threat and 
anxiety (Hamner & Tosi, 1974). 
In addition to the correlates of role conflict and role 
ambiguity stated above, several moderator variables of the 
role construct-stress relationship have been suggested. This 
is important to point out since in various studies, 
conflicting or inconclusive data is presented. Hamner and 
Tosi (1974) determined components of stress, which is related 
to level of job satisfaction, are a function of 
organizational level. For lower organizational levels, role 
conflict seems to be more of a problem. For higher 
organizational levels, ambiguity seems to be a more 
important determinant of job satisfaction. This could be 
due to the fact that at lower levels the job is more clearly 
defined, so that the employee is more apt to come in contact 
with conflict than ambiguity. At higher levels, 
specifically managerial jobs, the tasks consist of 
unstructured problems, which introduce uncertainty into the 
16 
picture, causing ambiguity rather than conflict to be the 
main problem. Finally, Ivancevich and Donnelly (1974) found 
that the need for clarity moderates the relationship between 
role clarity and tension. They found there to be less 
physical stress and tension if there was more clarity in the 
situation. 
In conclusion, having expressed the importance of the 
study of role conflict/role overload and role ambiguity in 
relation to stress, it is now necessary to discuss coping 
with job stress. 
Coping Behaviors 
Coping refers to cognitive and behavioral efforts to 
master, reduce or tolerate the internal and/or external 
demands that are created by the stressful transaction 
(Lazarus & Launier, 1978). An important feature of this 
definition is that coping is defined independently of its 
outcome (i.e., successful or not successful). 
Coping is viewed as having two major functions: 
. 
regulation of emotions or distress (emotion-foe s ed coping), 
and the management of the problem that is causing the 
distress (problem-focused coping) (Folkman, 1984, Pearlin, 
1983). One could use emotion-focused coping to alter the 
meaning of a situation, and thus increase the individual's 
perception of control over the situation. Several examples 
of this approach are as follows: Devaluing the stakes (i.e., 
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"I didn't really want to win that contest"), concentrating 
on the positive aspects of a negative outcome (i.e., "I've 
learned a lot by going through this experience"), and making 
positive comparisons (i.e., "it could have been worse"). 
Problem-focused coping, on the other hand, is used to 
control the troubled person-environment relationship through 
problem solving, decision making, and/or direct action 
(Folkman, 1984). These strategies can be directed at the 
environment or oneself. An example of problem-focused coping 
is attempting to get one's supervisor to change his/her 
directions or changing his/her own behavior in order to reach 
an agreement. 
In most stressful situations, emotion-focused coping 
will accompany problem-focused coping in order for the 
individual to maintain some control over his/her emotions. 
Cognitive coping processes can prevent or reduce feelings of 
helplessness or depression (Folkman, 1984). 
Similarly, Lazarus (1966) identified two large 
categories of coping: direct-action tendencies (problem-
focused coping) and defensive reappraisal (emotion-focused 
coping). The former category includes attack, avoidance and 
inaction. The latter category includes externalization of 
blame, scapegoating, and displacement. 
Along the same lines, Latack (1986) determined three 
categories of coping which are more comprehensive and 
specific than those discussed above. Latack specifies 
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precisely what types of actions and reappraisals might 
occur, instead of solely categorizing according to the focus 
of the problem. Her categories are as follows: control, 
consisting of both actions and cognitive reappraisals that 
are proactive, take charge; escape, consisting of both 
actions and cognitive reappraisals that are an escapist, 
avoidance mode; and symptom management, consisting of 
strategies that manage the symptoms related to job stress in 
general. 
An important topic to consider at this point is what 
determines the particular coping behavior that is used. 
Several determinants of coping behaviors have been discussed 
by Lazarus (1966). He states that already structured 
personality factors determines how one will cope, yet new 
coping experiences create beliefs about what situations 
can or cannot be mastered, and how threats can be overcome. 
Also, general beliefs about the environment and one's 
resources for coping influence how the individual will cope 
with a threat. Generally, beliefs, expectations, 
perceptions, and evaluations underlie what the individual 
chooses to do. For example, beliefs about what is morally 
wrong or right, and effective or ineffective, shape the 
coping process. Motives are important in determining coping 
because they decide which kinds of actions pose additional 
threats (Lazarus, 1966). 
In addition, varieties of traits have been shown to 
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exist which may dispose the individual to respond in a 
particular way. Some of these traits are: locus of control 
(Anderson, 1977), trait anxiety level (Dobson & Neufeld, 
1979), decisiveness (Lazarus, 1966), and perceived control 
(Folkman, 1984). 
However, although one's traits and general beliefs may 
help shape one's coping process, coping is situation-
specific (Folkman, 1984). Thus, one may have a tendency to 
take charge, or escape, but the actual situation determines 
how one will cope at that time. One particular employee may 
tend to avoid confrontations in general, but he/she would be 
more apt to confront in certain situations than in others. 
Individuals with extreme coping patterns (avoiders, 
confronters) are more affected by situational variables, 
such as the generality of information provided (Goldstein, 
1973). In other words, if someone generally reacts to 
situations by confronting the problem, when he/she becomes 
involved in a situation in which he/she is not able to take 
control (e.g., a patient undergoing surgery is under the 
control of his/her doctor), he/she may recover slower than 
someone who is prepared, and comfortable, with coping by 
means other than taking control (e.g., telling oneself 
he/she is in good hands). 
Although there is little evidence on how people cope in 
situations of role stress, it has been suggested that 
proactive, control strategies would be more likely in 
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situations of role conflict and overload, because the sources 
of stress in these situations may be more readily identified, 
and may be more likely to be perceived as amenable to change 
through individual action (Latack, 1986). For example, the 
sources of role conflict (e.g., one's supervisor versus 
his/her subordinates) can be determined, and thus the 
individual can take control and direct action (e.g., discuss 
the situation with one's supervisor to resolve the conflict). 
In an overload situation, one may be more likely to take 
control by setting his/her priorities or delegating the work 
to others, and thus resolving the situation, again because 
the sources of stress are identifiable. 
On the other hand, role ambiguity, by definition, 
suggests a pervasive level of uncertainty about some aspect 
of one ' s role. In these situations, it is more difficult to 
i dentify sources of the stress, and thus more difficult to 
identify courses of action and targets for proactive coping. 
Therefore, people with ambiguous role situations may be more 
apt to adopt an escapist mode of coping (e.g., avoiding the 
situation, or diverting thoughts away from the job) {Latack, 
1986). Although this may be the most common way of coping 
with role ambiguity, it may not be the best. The tendency 
for those with role ambiguity is to withdraw. Yet, this is 
self-defeating, since role ambiguity is a lack of infor-
mation and withdrawal reduces the information even further. 
' 
It seems as though a more affective way of coping would be 
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to increase communication in a proactive mode (Kahn et al., 
1964) . 
Although in role conflict situations one is more apt to 
confront his/her role senders, it may be the case that in 
conflict situations the interpersonal bonds of trust, respect 
and attraction may be weakened. The absence of trust makes 
it less likely that the person will openly seek help from 
his/her role senders in resolving the conflict (Kahn et al., 
1964). In this case, he/she may be apt to reduce communica-
tion and withdraw. This would not seem to be an effective 
resolution to the conflict, but rather a creation of new 
conflicts. It is clear that role conflicts are not only 
costly to the individual in emotional and interpersonal 
terms, but to the organization, which depends on communica-
tion and cooperation among its workers. 
It appears that the relationship between coping 
strategies and stress symptoms is complex. By definition, 
coping should lead to positive outcomes. Yet, essentially 
any strategy could produce positive results, d e ~ ~nding on a 
combination of situational and personality factors. It has 
been suggested, however, that in a job situation the 
proactive, control strategy would be more likely to produce 
positive results, since it is more likely to change the 
stressful situation than simply allowing the individual to 
accept the situation and escape temporarily (Latack, 1986). 
Yet, as Folkman (1984) has pointed out, it may be that both 
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direct action and cognitive reappraisal coping strategies are 
occurring at once. 
As it has been suggested above, the 'danger' is to rely 
solely on individual coping strategies. For example, relying 
solely on avoidance when stress stems from such organiza-
tional problems as role conflict or role ambiguity could 
cause problems (Lindquist & Whitehead, 1986). In other 
words, managing the symptoms alone will not reduce the 
negative effects of stress. The organizational structure 
needs to be changed, too. For example, to tell a person in 
a training program to change his/her behavior, then send 
him/her back to an unchanged organization, burdens him/her 
with a double responsibility: change his/her own behavior 
and that of the role senders. Unfortunately, this is a 
weakness of many conventional training programs (Kahn et 
al., 1964). Job stressors may depend on organized 
cooperative efforts to resolve the situation (Shinn et al., 
1984) . 
However, it is unrealistic to attempt to eliminate 
ambiguity and conflict from an organization. Because large-
scale organizations need rules to run, there will always be 
some stress (DeCotiis & Gryski, 1981). Thus, the goal in 
coping should not be the elimination of role conflict and 
role ambiguity, but containment of these conditions at 
levels that are positive. Kahn et al. {1964) described four 
ways to approach this goal: direct structural changes in the 
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organization, new criteria of selection and placement, 
increasing the tolerance and coping abilities of 
individuals, and strengthening interpersonal bonds among 
organizational members. Additionally, the reward system of 
the organization could be changed to reduce ambiguity. 
Before successful coping can take place, two important 
steps must be followed. First, the stressors must be 
identified, and second, coping strategies that reduce stress 
and individual strain must be identified. 
The Present Study 
The Identification of Stressors 
In order to identify sources of stress, the Job Stress 
Survey (JSS) was developed by Spielberger, Grier, Oesterle, 
and Krasner (Turnage, Spielberger & Oesterle, 1988). The 
survey asks respondents to describe their reactions to 30 
job-related stressors. Two major stress factors were 
determined by factor analysis on the JSS items, "Job 
Pressure" and "Lack of Support." Examples of Job Pressure 
items are: assignment of increased responsibility, making 
critical on-the-spot decisions, and meeting deadlines. 
Examples of Lack of Support items are: inadequate support by 
supervisor, difficulty getting along with supervisor, and 
lack of participation in policy making decisions (Turnage, 
Spielberger & Oesterle, 1988). It is hypothesized in this 
study that 'Job Pressure' relates to role conflict and role 
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overload, and 'Lack of Support' relates to role ambiguity. 
The Identification of Coping Behaviors 
In order to determine coping behaviors, Latack (1986) 
developed a scale by creating a pool of items based on 
empirical studies of coping, interviews with managerial and 
professional employees and other stress researchers. Her 
study consisted of asking participants to respond to the 
items with a specific situation in mind-role ambiguity, role 
conflict, or role overload. These particular stressor 
situations were selected so that the generalizability of the 
measures across situations could be evaluated. The scale 
was then refined by subjective evaluations of item clarity 
and by a cluster analysis to determine the empirical 
dimensionality of the scales. The results of the cluster 
analysis confirm the existence of two distinct coping modes: 
Control (proactive strategies) and Escape (avoidance 
strategies). In addition, Latack developed a scale of 
symptom management, which is beyond the scope of this study. 
In addition to determining the construct validity of 
the scale, Latack (1986) studied the relationship of coping 
behaviors with role constructs. She measured Role 
Ambiguity, Role Conflict and Role Overload, in addition 
to several social and personality variables. Her results 
showed some promise for coping measures that are 
independent and generalizable. Consequently, her findings 
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indicate a positive relationship between role ambiguity and 
an escape coping behavior(~= .22, R < .01), and a negative 
relationship between Role Ambiguity and a control coping 
behavior(~= -.24, IL_< .01). The second hypothesis of this 
study is, since 'Lack of Support' is hypothesized to be 
related to role ambiguity, it follows that 'Lack of Support' 
may lead to an 'escape' coping behavior rather than a 
'control' coping behavior. Similarly, since it was 
hypothesized that 'Job Pressure' is related to role conflict 
and role overload, it follows that 'Job Pressure' leads to a 
'control' coping behavior. 
Hypotheses and Goals of Present Study 
The major goal of this study was to show support for 
the JSS, so that it could be used in the future to identify 
the major sources of stress in an organization, and to 
evaluate the outcome of organizational change programs. 
Additionally, this study attempted to determine a 
relationship between the major sources of stress in an 
organization and the different types of coping behaviors. 
If a relationship is determined, in the future an 
organization could use the JSS to determine the sources of 
stress, and then train the employees more effective ways to 
cope with the negative effects of stress. Analyses were 
also done on the demographic variables obtained to determine 
if any relationships with the independent variables (i.e., 
age, sex, marital status, company status, years with 
company) existed. 
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In summary, the hypotheses of this study are as follows: 
Hypothesis I: 'Lack of Support' is correlated 
positively with role ambiguity; and 
'Job Pressure• is correlated 
positively with role conflict and 
role overload. 
Hypothesis II: 'Lack of Support' and Role Ambiguity 
are correlated positively with an 
'escapist• coping behavior; and 
'Job Pressure ' , Role Conflict and 
Role Overload are correlated positively 
with a 'control' coping behavior. 
METHODS 
Subjects 
The subjects in this study consisted of two samples. 
The first included 52 employees from a tele-communications 
company in Lake Mary, Florida. The second sample included 
53 professional, managerial, hourly and clerical employees 
from several research and development organizations in the 
Orlando, Florida area. Of the respondents, 61.2% were 
male, and 38.8% were female. Most of the respondents were 
between the ages of 30 to 49 years, with the majority 
married (66.7%) and professional employees (49.5%). 
Respondents had been employed in the company from less than 
one year to over 20 years. 
Instruments 
Two questionnaires were administered in this study. 
The first questionnaire, the Job Stress Survey (JSS) (see 
Appendix A), developed by Spielberger, Grier, Oesterle, and 
Krasner (1988), examined sources of job-related stress. The 
JSS consisted of 30 statements that describe potentially 
stressful aspects of a job (Turnage, Spielberger & Oesterle, 
1988). Twenty of the statements fall under the heading of 
either "Job Pressure" or "Lack of Support." These factors 
were identified in previous studies as two major job stress 
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factors (Spielberger et al., 1988). Participants responded 
to each JSS stressor by circling a number from 1-9 according 
to how much more or less stressful a stressor is as compared 
to a standard. The statement used as the standard 
I 
determined by previous consistent average ratings for the 
statement, was arbitrarily assigned a stress rating of "5" 
(Turnage et al., 1988). In the next part, participants 
were asked to circle the number of days, from 0-9+, on which 
the event occurred during the past six months. 
The second questionnaire was actually a combination of 
three smaller questionnaires. The first one, developed by 
Beehr, Walsh and Taber (1976), consisted of three statements 
describing conditions of work load. The participant 
indicated the degree to which he/she agreed or disagreed with 
the statement by checking the appropriate column on a seven 
point scale, ranging from "Strongly Agree" to "Strongly 
Disagree." This section was used to determine the degree the 
participant feels he/she has role overload. A total role 
overload score was obtained by averaging the responses to the 
statements. The second and third statements were scored on a 
reverse scale. Interitem reliability has been reported as 
~ =.56 by Beehr et al. (1976). 
The second section, developed by Rizzo et al. (1970), 
was used to assess the degree to which the participant felt 
he/she had role conflict and role ambiguity. The participant 
responded to 28 statements describing conditions of role 
29 
conflict or ambiguity. The participant was asked to check the 
appropriate column, on a seven point scale ranging from "Very 
True" to "Very False," indicating the degree to which the 
condition existed for him/her. Separate role conflict and 
role ambiguity scores were obtained from summing the items 
determined by Rizzo et al. to be indicative of the 
respective role constructs. Reliabilities have been found 
on the original scale of .82 for role conflict and .78-.80 
for role ambiguity. 
The third section of the questionnaire was used to 
assess how the employee would cope with certain job-related 
stressors. Three situations of potential stress in the 
workplace were described. The first situation was one of role 
ambiguity, the second was of role conflict and the third was 
of role overload. Following each situation were 28 
statements describing ways of coping. The participant 
indicated how frequently he/she would react a certain way by 
checking the appropriate column on a five point scale 
ranging from "Hardly ever do this" to "Almost always do 
this." 
Two distinct coping modes have b~en determined using 
cluster analysis by Latack (1986): Control (proactive 
strategies) and Escape (avoidance strategies). Both a 
control and an escape coping behavior score was obtained 
for each situation. Thus, each subject ended up with six 
coping behavior scores. 
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Additionally, the participant was asked to include the 
following demographic data: age, sex, marital status, 
company status and number of years with company (see 
Appendix B). 
Procedure 
Several days before the administration of the 
questionnaire, employees in the first sample received a 
letter through interoffice mail from the company, informing 
them of the study and assuring complete confidentiality 
(see Appendix C). 
On the two days of questionnaire administration, a 
table was set up in the employee cafeteria during the hours 
the cafeteria was open. Both the researcher and the 
company nurse were seated at the table in order to answer 
questions and insure confidentiality. The questionnaires 
were available on the table for anyone to take. 
After the second day of administration the station 
remained set up until the following morning in order to have 
the questionnaires available for second and third shift 
employees. Besides this location, the questionnaires and 
consent forms were available at several other central 
locations, to insure that every employee in the company 
would have the chance to participate in the study if they 
were interested. 
In addition, each participant was asked to sign a 
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consent form (see Appendix D), which was available with 
the questionnaires. The Consent Form stated that 
participation in the study was voluntary, confidential, and 
in accordance with American Psychological Association 
standards. 
Participants were asked to return the questionnaires 
and the Consent Forms, separately, to the drop boxes in a 
central location. The participants were asked to return 
the questionnaires in four to six days. 
For the second sample, the researcher distributed 
the questionnaires and the Consent Forms (see Appendix E) 
by handing them in person to employees of several 
organizations. Included with the questionnaires was a 
stamped, addressed envelope. The researcher asked the 
subjects to read and sign the consent form for the 
researcher to take with her. The researcher explained that 
the reason for this procedure was to insure the 
confidentiality of each subject by keeping the consent forms 
and the questionnaires separate. Another reason for 
personally distributing the questionnaires was s o that the 
researcher was available to answer questions. 
Analysis of Results 
For each subject, a Job Pressure Intensity (IJP) score 
and a Lack of Support Intensity (ILS) score was obtained 
from Part I of the Job stress Survey. A Job Pressure 
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Frequency (FJP) score and a Lack of Support Frequency (FLS) 
score was obtained from the second part of the Job Stress 
Survey. A Job Pressure score was computed by summing the 
individual items that had been analyzed to be a part of that 
factor. The items were numbers 2, 4, 7, 9, 11, 16, 24, 25, 
26, 27. A Lack of Support score was obtained, similarly, by 
summing the items analyzed to fall under the heading 'Lack 
of Support'. These items were numbers 3, 5, 6, 8, 10, 13, 
14, 18, 19, 29. In addition, a weighted score was obtained 
for both Job Pressure (WJP) and Lack of Support (WLS) by 
multiplying the Intensity and Frequency of each individual 
item, and then summing the items analyzed to be part of each 
factor. 
Additionally, a Role Overload score was computed for 
each subject from Questionnaire II, Part A, by summing all 
three of the items. Both Role Conflict and Role Ambiguity 
scores were obtained from Questionnaire II, Part B. A Role 
Conflict score was computed by summing items 5, 6, 9, 11, 
13, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27 and 28. A Role Ambiguity score was 
obtained by summing items 2, 4, 7, 10, 12, 16, 17, 18, 20 
and 26. 
For each of the three situations in the last part of 
the questionnaire, a separate Control Coping and Escape 
Coping score were obtained for each subject. To obtain a 
control coping score in a Role Ambiguity situation, items 1 
through 17 were summed. An escape score was obtained in 
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this situation by summing items 18 through 28. In a Role 
Conflict situation, a control coping score was computed by 
summing items 1 through 17, 22 and 23. In this case, an 
escape coping score was computed by summing items 18, 19, 
20, 21, 24, 25, 26, 27, and 28. Finally, in a Role overload 
situation, a control coping score was obtained by summing 
items 1 through 17, 20, 22, 23, and 26. Consequently, an 
escape coping score in this situation was obtained by 
summing items 18, 19, 21, 24, 25, 27, and 28. Thus, each 
subject had three separate Control Coping scores and three 
separate Escape Coping scores. 
Several analyses were done to determine the various 
relationships between the variables. To test the first 
hypothesis that Lack of Support would correlate signifi-
cantly to Role Ambiguity, and Job Pressure would correlate 
significantly with Role Conflict and Role Overload, Pearson 
Product Moment Correlations were obtained between the 
Dependent Variables (Lack of Support Intensity, Lack of 
Support Frequency, Job Pressure Intensity, Job Pressure 
Frequency, Role Conflict, Role Ambiguity, and Role 
Overload). 
To test the second hypothesis that Lack of Support and 
Role Ambiguity would be predictive of an escapist coping 
behavior and Job Pressure, Role Conflict and Role Overload 
would be predictive of a control coping behavior, multiple 
regression analyses were done. An analysis was done with 
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each coping behavior as the dependent variable and each of 
the role constructs and Job Stress factors as the independ-
ent variables. Semi-partial correlation coefficients were 
also obtained to determine the unique contribution of each 
significant independent variable. 
Additionally, oneway Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) were 
carried out to determine whether the dependent variables 
(the Lack of Support scores, the Job Pressure scores, Role 
Conflict, Role Ambiguity, Role overload, and the coping 
scores) significantly differed by any of the independent 
variables (age, sex, marital status, company status, and 
years with the company). 
T-tests for each of the dependent variables were also 
conducted between the two sample groups in order to make a 
comparison between them. No significant differences between 
the two would allow the samples to be analyzed as a whole. 
Consequently, the 30 stressors from the JSS were rank-
ordered, in terms of 'frequency', 'intensity' and the 
weighted scores, to determine which stressors the 
participants perceived as being most stressful, and to 
examine whether this matched previous research. 
RESULTS 
The independent variables were coded according to the 
values listed in Table 1. Then, the means and standard 
deviations were computed for each of the dependent variables 
( see Table 2) . 
T-tests were performed between the two groups of 
subjects on all variables. No significant differences were 
found between the groups, thus the data was generalized into 
one sample and analyzed as a whole. 
The first hypothesis that Lack of Support would be 
significantly correlated with Role Ambiguity and Job 
Pressure would be significantly correlated with Role 
Conflict and Role overload was tested by Pearson Product 
Moment Correlations (!:) between the Job Stress factors (Lack 
of Support and Job Pressure) and the role constructs, as 
shown in Table 3. Both the Intensity Lack of Support and 
the Intensity Job Pressure scores were not found to be 
significant with any of the role constructs. 
However, the Frequency Lack of Support score was 
significantly correlated with all three of the role 
construct scores. The Frequency Lack of Support score 
significantly correlated with Role Overload,!:= .2534, 
2 < .01; with Role Ambiguity,!:= .4041, IL< .001; and with 
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TABLE 1 
VALUE CODING AND FREQUENCIES OF 
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES IN ANALYSIS 
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INDEPENDENT VARIABLE CODING (FREQUENCY) 
Age 1= 18 to 29 years (14) 
2= 30 to 39 years (34) 
3= 40 to 49 years (38) 
4= 50 to 59 years (19) 
Sex 1= Male (63) 
2= Female ( 40) 
Marital status 1= Never been married (15) 
2= Married ( 7 0) 
3= Divorced (19) 
Company Status 1= Clerical (07) 
2= Other non-exempt (11) 
3= Managerial/Salaried (16) 
4= Professional/Salaried (52) 
5= Hourly (16) 
Years with Company 1= 0 to 1 year (15) 
2= 1 to 3 year (23) 
3= 3 to 5 years (07) 
4= 5 to 10 years (23) 
5= 10 to 20 years ( 2 6) 
6= 20 to 40 years (10) 
TABLE 2 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES 
VARIABLE 
Intensity J ob Pressure 
Intensity Lack of Support 
Frequency Job Pressure 
Frequency Lack of Support 
Weighted Job Pressure 




Coping: Role ambiguity control 
Coping: Role ambiguity escape 
Coping: Role conflict control 
Coping: Role conflict escape 
Coping: Role overload control 



































PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATIONS (K) 
BETWEEN ROLE CONSTRUCTS AND JOB STRESSOR FACTORS 
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Role Conflict,~= .4888, JL< .001. The Frequency Job 
Pressure score also significantly correlated with Role 
overload,~= .3669, R < .001 and with Role conflict , 
~= .3914, R < .001, but not with Role Ambiguity. 
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The fact that the stressors were significantly 
correlated with most of the role constructs could be due to 
the high intercorrelations among the variables (see Tables 4 
and 5). 
The weighted Lack of Support score was significantly 
correlated with Role Ambiguity,~= .3195, IL.< .001; 
and with Role Conflict,~= .4151, R < .001, but not with 
Role Overload. The weighted Job Pressure score was 
significantly correlated with Role overload,~= .3669, 
R < .001; and with Role Conflict,~= .3914, R < .001. 
The weighted Job Pressure was not significantly correlated 
with Role Ambiguity. 
In summary, the hypothesis that Lack of Support would be 
correlated with Role Ambiguity and Job Pressure would be 
correlated with Role Conflict and Role Overload was supported 
to an extent. The hypothesized relationships were found, 
however, only in the frequency and weighted scores. The 
intensity scores were not significantly correlated with the 
role constructs. In addition, other significant relationships 
were shown. 
To test the second hypothesis that Lack of Support and 
Role Ambiguity would be predictive of an escapist coping 
behavior and Job Pressure, Role Conflict, and Role Overload 
TABLE 4 
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would be predictive of a control coping behavior, backward 
multiple regression analyses were carried out for each of 
the coping behavior variables with the four unweighted job 
stressor factors and the role construct scores used as 
independent variables. The backward method initially 
entered all independent variables into the equation with the 
dependent variables and subsequently eliminated the least 
contributive nonsignificant independent variable (POUT= .10) 
with each step. 
With an escape coping behavior in a role ambiguity 
situation (XCRAE) as the dependent variable, only Role 
Ambiguity entered into the multiple correlation, with the 
final B= .197, E (1,103)= 4.14, IL_< .045, multiple R square 
=.039, and sr= .197, 2 < .05 (see Table 6). This data 
showed that in a Role Ambiguity situation, Role Ambiguity 
was significantly correlated with an escapist coping 
behavior. 
Similarly, with an escape coping behavior in a Role 
Conflict situation (XCRCE) as the dependent variable, Role 
Ambiguity significantly entered into the multiple regression 
equation, with final B= .301, E (2, 97)= 4.846, 2 < .01, 
multiple R squared =.091, sr= .273, 2 < .006. Thus, in a 
situation of Role Conflict, Role Ambiguity significantly 
predicted an escapist coping behavior. 
When the dependent variable was an escapist coping 
behavior in a Role overload situation (XCROE), several 
variables were significant in the multiple regression 
TABLE 6 
SIGNIFICANT SEMI-PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS (sr) 
FOR COPING BEHAVIORS WITH STRESSORS AND ROLE CONSTRUCTS 
RA RC RO LS JP 
* ESCAPE RA .197 
* ESCAPE RC .273 
** ESCAPE RO .243 * ** -.224** (I) -.274 
.244 (F) 
* CONTROL RA -.189 
CONTROL RC 
CONTROL RO 
* ** Q < .05 
~ < .01 
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equation. The final B was .487, .E (4, 97)= 7.54, R < .0000, 
with multiple R square= .237. The variables that remained 
in the equation were Role Ambiguity, with sr= .243, R < .007; 
Intensity Lack of Support, with sr= -.224, R < .013; 
Frequency Job Pressure, with sr= -.274, R < .003; and 
Frequency Lack of Support, with sr=.244, 2 < .007. Intensity 
Lack of Support and Frequency Job Pressure had slightly 
negative relationships with an escapist coping behavior in 
this situation, while Role Ambiguity and Frequency Lack of 
Support had slight positive correlations. Except for the 
negative contribution found in this situation for Intensity 
Lack of Support, these relationships match those that were 
hypothesized. 
Using a control coping behavior in a Role Ambiguity 
situation as the dependent variable (XCRAC), Role Ambiguity 
was found to be the only significant variable in the 
multiple regression equation. The final B= .189, 
.E (1, 103)= 3.822, 2 < .05, with multiple R square was .036. 
The semi-partial correlation coefficient was sr= -.189, 
2 < • o 5. Thus, Role Ambiguity had a slight neg-. i ve effect 
in the equation. 
The dependent variables of a control coping behavior in 
a Role Conflict situation (XCRCC) and a Role Overload 
situation (XCROC) were not significantly correlated with any 
of the independent variables examined, and thus, all of the 
variables were removed by the final step. 
When the above multiple regression analyses used to 
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test the second hypothesis were repeated using the weighted 
scores instead of the individual Intensity and Frequency 
scores, similar results were found. However, in the weighted 
score analyses, using an escape strategy in a Role overload 
situation, Lack of Support dropped out of the equation. In 
the unweighted analysis, Lack of Support had a negative 
contribution, which did not support the hypothesized 
relationships. 
In summary, the hypothesized relationships were shown 
in only several of the situations examined. Thus, the 
second hypothesis was only partially supported. Role 
Ambiguity was found to be a significant independent variable 
with an escape coping behavior as the dependent variable, in 
all three of the situations, however Lack of Support did not 
significantly enter the equation. When the control coping 
behavior was examined, in only one of the situations, was 
Role Ambiguity found to be negatively correlated with the 
dependent variable of a control coping behavior, but again 
Lack of Support did not significantly enter the equation. 
Job Pressure was found to be significantly negatively 
correlated with an escape coping behavior, but was not 
significantly correlated with control coping behavior. 
Thus, strong support for the second hypothesis was not 
obtained. 
To test for the effects of demographic variables on the 
dependent variables, ANOVA were carried out using the 
demographic factors as the independent variables (age, sex, 
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marital status, company status, and years with the company). 
In each case when a significant F-ratio was found, a Least 
Significant Difference test was conducted. 
No significant E-ratios were found for either of the 
weighted Job Stress factors (see Table 7). Both Frequency 
Job Pressure by Company Status and Frequency Lack of support 
by Years with the Company produced significant E-ratios. 
The E-ratios were found to be, respectively, E= 7.332 
(R < .001), and E= 2.706 (R < .05). When the Least 
Significant Difference test was carried out on the first 
analysis to determine which pairs of groups significantly 
differ at the .05 level, it was found that the Managerial/ 
Salaried group differed significantly from all the other 
groups examined. This group reported job pressure 
significantly more frequently than other employees. When 
the Least Significant Difference test was performed on 
Frequency Lack of Support by Years with the Company, it was 
found that those who had been with the company for less than 
one year reported experiencing Lack of Support less 
frequently than all the other groups examined. 
A significant ~-ratio was also found for Role Conflict 
by Company Status,~= 3.697 (R <.0076). When applying the 
Least Significant Difference test, it was found that 
Clerical employees significantly differed on amount of Role 
Conflict from professional, other non-exempt, and managerial 
employees. Clerical employees reported the least amount of 
Role Conflict and Managers reported the most Role Conflict. 
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TABLE 7 
.[-RATIOS FOR INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
DV AGE SEX MARITAL COMPANY YEARS WITH 
STATUS STATUS COMPANY 
ILS .430 .034 .276 2.282 1. 346 
* FLS .987 .421 .818 .870 2.706 
WLS .604 .102 1.577 2.325 1. 816 
IJP 2.516 .035 1.363 1.493 .337 
** 
FJP .022 .650 .859 7.332 1.028 
WJP .626 .009 .123 1. 494 .681 
* RO .712 1. 631 2.317 2.083 3.214 
RA .870 .336 .938 .922 .252 
* RC .763 2.816 1.029 3.697 .638 
XCRAE .142 .004 .362 1.229 .358 
XCRCE .676 .677 .309 1.263 .783 
XCROE .585 .429 .734 .740 .962 
* * XCRAC .219 4.565 .221 1.474 3.199 
* * XCRCC . 128 8.699 .393 .869 3.653 
* * XCROC .855 7.262 .731 .547 3.242 
* 
** 2 < 
.05 
2 < .01 
Hourly employees and Professional employees also differed 
significantly from Managerial employees, with Managers 
reporting more Role Conflict. 
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When carrying out a oneway ANOVA with Role overload by 
Years with Company, a significant I-ratio of 3.21 (R < .05) 
was obtained. The Least Significant Difference test showed 
Group 1 (0 to 1 year with the company) to be significantly 
different from Groups 2 (1 to 3 years with the company), 
Group 3 (3 to 5 years with the company) and Group 4 (5 to 
10 years with the company), with Group 1 reporting 
significantly less Role Overload. 
No significant I-ratios were found with Role Ambiguity. 
Similarly, no significant I-ratios were found for Escape 
Coping strategies in any of the three situations. However, 
for the Control Coping behavior in all three situations, 
Oneway ANOVA with Years with Company showed significant 
I-ratios: for Role Ambiguity situations, the I-ratio was 
3.199 (R < .05), for Role Conflict situations the I-ratio 
was 3.65 (2 < .01), and for Role Overload situations the 
I-ratio was 3.65 (2 < .05). 
The Least Significant Difference test showed that, in 
Role Ambiguity situations, there is a significant difference 
between Group 4 (5 to 10 years with the company) and Groups 
3 (3 to 5 years with the company) and 5 (10 to 20 years with 
the company). Group 4 reported more control coping behavior 
in Role Ambiguity situations than did the other groups. 
In Role Conflict situations, Group 5 was significantly 
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different from Groups 1 (0 to 1 year with the company) and 
4. Also, Group 3 was significantly different from Group 4. 
Those who had been with the company from 5 to 10 years 
reported taking significantly more control in Role Conflict 
situations than those who had been with the company slightly 
less (3 to 5 years) or slightly more (10 to 20 years). 
Those who had been with the company a long time, 10 to 20 
years, took significantly less control in Role Conflict 
situations than those who had been there much less (0 to 1 
year) or slightly less (5 to 10 years). 
Along the same lines, in Role Overload situations, 
those who had been with the company Oto 1 year reported 
taking control significantly more than those who had been 
with the company long (10 to 20 years). Group 5 took 
control significantly less than Groups 2, 4, and 1, in this 
situation. 
A oneway ANOVA with the dependent variable Control 
Coping, and the independent variable Sex, produced several 
significant E-ratios. In Role Conflict situations, 
E== 8.699 (2 <.01), in Role Ambiguity situations . 
E== 4.565 (12 < .05) and in Role Overload situations I== 7.26 
(12 <.01). Females used more Control Coping behaviors than 
males in all three of the situations. 
Finally, the means from all items on the Job Stress 
Survey (Intensity, Frequency and the weighted score} were 
rank ordered to see which individual stressors were reported 
most frequently. This was also done to examine whether the 
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individual items matched results in previous studies. The 
ten highest ranked stressors, in all three cases, are listed 

















Inadequate support by supervisor 
Lack of opportunity for advancement 
Insufficient personnel to adequately 
handle an assignment 
Difficulty getting along with 
supervisor 
Frequent interruptions 
Fellow workers not doing their job 
Dealing with crisis situations 
Lack of recognition for good work 
Poor or inadequate supervision 





















Insufficient personnel to adequately 
handle an assignment 
Fellow workers not doing their job 
Excessive paperwork 
Performing tasks not in job 
description 
Experiencing negative attitudes toward 
the organization 
Poorly motivated co-workers 


















Insufficient personnel to adequately 
handle an assignment 
Meeting deadlines 
Fellow workers not doing their job 
Experiencing negative attitudes 
toward the organizations 
Poorly motivated co-workers 
Excessive paperwork 
Dealing with crisis situations 
Inadequate support by supervisor 
Noisy work area 
DISCUSSION 
The hypothesis that Lack of Support would be correlated 
with Role Ambiguity and Job Pressure would be correlated with 
Role Conflict and Role Overload, was supported to some 
extent. The results indicated that on the Frequency scale, 
Lack of Support correlated with all three of the Role 
Constructs. This could be because of the high 
intercorrelation among the variables. In other words, a 
person who had frequent Role Ambiguity would tend to 
have frequent Role Conflict and Role Overload, and also 
experience frequent Lack of Support as well. The Frequency 
Job Pressure score, on the other hand, represented the more 
distinct relationships that were hypothesized. On this 
scale, Job Pressure significantly and positively correlated 
with Role overload and Role Conflict, which matched the 
hypothesized relationship. 
The Intensity scores, on the other hand, die not 
correlate with any of the role constructs. As stated 
before, because of the wording of the scale instructions, 
the Intensity scores were not a strong reflection of the 
subjects' personal feelings and thus would not be expected 
to correlate with the subjects' personal judgment on the 
role construct scales. In other words, because one feels an 
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item would be as ressor, does ot ean he/she frequently 
experiences that stressor. 
The· eighted Job Stress factors also showed so e 
distinct re at'onships. e weighted score not only 
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expressed how frequently the subject reported the stressor 
to occur, b t also took ' nto account how inte se the subject 
felt the stressor to be. In this analysis, while t , e 
weighted Lack of S pport score significantly corre ated wit 
Role Ambig ity, as pred~cted, it also s'gnificantly 
correlated with Role Conflict. The weighted Job Pressure 
score significantly correlated w'th only Role Overload and 
Role Conflict, as predicted. 
One reason Lack of S pport sowed less distinct 
relationships between the rariables, cold be because it 
tends to be a ore subjective and perceptual measure than 
Job Pressure, w ic is ore objective and easurable. 
~he high intercorrelations between t e variables is 
consistent with past researc. a Se 1, Brief, a.d Sc ler 
(1981) stated that a though Role Confl'ct and Role Ambiguit-
are conceptual y distinguishable types of role stress , one 
should not expect them to be .nrelatzd. However, these 
results present a proble. A tho g so e of the bivariate 
correlations showed distinct relatio sips, it is ot clear 
as to whether the variables are easur.:.ng the same thing, or 
are just highly correlated. In other words, it may bet at 
people who are "stressed" are "g oba 1 stressed , 11 and th 5 
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may be reporting high levels of many of the stressors. The 
weighted Job Stressor scores would thus take this into 
account to some extent. Again, the weighted scores not only 
account for how frequently a stressor occurs, but how 
intense one reports the stressor to be. While it is true 
that the predicted relationships were obtained, other 
factors cause these results to be less "cut and dry." 
it can only be said that the hypothesis was partially 
supported. 
Thus, 
The second hypothesis, Lack of Support and Role 
Ambiguity would correlate significantly with an escapist 
coping behavior and Job Pressure, Role Conflict and Role 
Overload would correlate significantly with a control coping 
behavior, was also only supported to an extent. The results 
showed that in all of the situations, Role Ambiguity 
remained a significant independent variable when the escape 
strategy was the dependent variable. Thus, if one feels 
ambiguous in his/her role, he/she would tend to respond by 
"escaping" rather than by taking "control." One reason that 
Role Ambiguity was retained in the equation while Lack of 
Support was not, could be because the coping scales were 
developed by considering general stressors and the job 
stress factors address more specific items. Also, because 
Role Ambiguity and Lack of Support were shown to be 
significantly correlated, Lack of Support drops out of the 
multiple regression equation since the two factors account 
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for the same variance, and may be essentially measuring the 
same constructs. 
Along the same lines, Job Pressure was shown to be 
negatively correlated with an escape coping strategy in 
Role Overload situations. Thus, if one feels Job Pressure, 
he/she would tend not to cope with an escapist method. This 
also matched the hypothesized relationships. 
On the other hand, the results with the control coping 
behavior were less supportive. In only the Role Ambiguity 
situation did a significant independent variable remain. In 
this case, Role Ambiguity showed a significant negative 
correlation with a control coping behavior. This matches 
the hypothesized relationships, such that if one felt he/she 
was ambiguous about his/her role, he/she would tend not to 
take a control strategy. However, no other independent 
variables retained significance in the analyses. 
These results match the results of several previous 
studies. Latack (1986) found that a control strategy was 
less likely in job situations characterized by Role 
Ambiguity. Latack also found the only significant 
correlation with the control strategies to be a negative 
correlation between Role Ambiguity and Control in a Role 
Ambiguity situation. Her results also indicated the type of 
stressor situation to be, in most cases, unrelated to 
control coping strategies. 
Similarly, Anderson (1977) found that in more stressful 
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situations individuals may abandon control coping strategies. 
since uncertainty has been linked to stress (DeCotiis & 
Gryski, 1981), people may experience high stress when there 
is a general uncertainty about what is expected of them on 
the job. 
Although no hypotheses were made concerning the 
demographic variables, the results showed some interesting 
findings. An examination of the job stress factors showed 
Frequency of Job Pressure to be significantly different 
among the means, specifically by Company Status. It was not 
surprising that managers report Job Pressure more frequently 
than the other groups examined. This also goes along with 
past research. In the Turnage, Spielberger, Oesterle (1988) 
study, results also indicated managers experienced job 
pressure more than professional employees. By definition, a 
manager would seem to have considerable pressure on the job. 
Additionally, Frequency Lack of Support was found to be 
significantly different by Years with Company. New 
employees tended to report Lack of Support less frequently. 
Similarly, managers also reported the most Role 
Conflict, while Clerical employees reported the least 
amount. A manager generally has both supervisors and 
subordinates, thus opening his/her role up to considerable 
conflict. 
Role overload was found to be significantly different by 
Years with the company. Those who had only been with the 
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company less than one year reported less Role overload than 
the other groups examined. This may be due to the fact that 
new employees are generally still learning the job and not 
expected to do extra work yet. They also may not report 
being overloaded because the job is still new and exciting 
to them. 
No significant I-ratios were found for the escape 
coping strategies in any of the situations. However, in all 
three situations, the control coping strategies were 
significantly different by Years with the Company. Those 
who had been with the company the longest tended to take 
less of a control coping strategy in all three of the 
situations examined. A long time employee may be 
"comfortable" in his/her job and thus does not want to "rock 
the boat." He/she may have learned that an escape strategy 
was easier and by avoiding a confrontation the situation may 
work itself out. 
A new employee takes a control coping strategy more 
often than those who have been with the company longer. 
This could be because he/she was still new enou to the 
company to question the system and the "politics" without 
penalty. They may feel they do not have as much to lose as 
those who had been with the company longer. Those who have 
been with the company from 5 to 10 years also tend to take a 
control coping strategy significantly more often than some 
of the other groups. There were several speculations for 
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this. First, an employee of 5 to 10 years may be in a 
managerial position and have to take charge to get the job 
done. Also, they may have learned in the past that an 
escape strategy has not helped. As Latack's (1986) results 
indicated, a control coping strategy was more likely to be 
associated with positive outcomes than an escape strategy. 
Also, because managers have more frequent job pressures, they 
may not be able to "escape." An employee of 5 to 10 years 
may have learned more effective coping strategies than an 
employee of less tenure, and yet are not "burned out" or 
from the "old school" of not questioning authority, possibly 
like those who have been with the company a longer time. 
There is a noticeable lack of past research dealing with 
demographic variables, role stressors, and coping 
strategies. However, Rizzo et al. (1970) reported several 
significant correlations with age, tenure and role 
stressors. Rizzo et al. 's study combined Role Conflict and 
Role Overload and found these variables to relate 
significantly and positively with age and tenure. Results 
in this past study also showed significant negative 
correlations with Role Ambiguity, age, and tenure. 
These results only somewhat match the results in the 
present study. Role overload, in this study, was found to 
be significantly higher for those with more tenure. 
However, no significant differences were found with Role 
Ambiguity in this study, nor were any significant 
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differences found by age. 
A significant difference with a control coping 
strategy by sex has also been found in all three situations. 
Females took control strategies significantly more often 
than males. This could be because traditionally female 
employees had to take control and be more aggressive than 
males to get ahead. 
The rankings of the individual items were compared with 
the results obtained in the Turnage, Spielberger, and 
Oesterle (1988) study. On the Intensity scale, it was 
found that all but two items ranked in the top ten in both 
studies. Also both "lack of opportunity for advancement" 
and "insufficient personnel to adequately handle an 
assignment" were ranked in the top three for both studies. 
It was also found, in both studies, that most of the items 
ranking high on the Intensity scale fell under the heading 
"Lack of Support." This shows that Lack of Support was 
considered more stressful than Job Pressure. 
When examining the Frequency scale, all but one of the 
items fell in the top ten for both studies. Similarly, 
"frequent interruptions" and "meeting deadlines" ranked 
numbers one and two, respectively, in both studies. 
Consequently, an examination of the items showed that most 
of the items on this scale fell under the heading "Job 
Pressure." 
The weighted scales could not be compared to past 
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studies since the weighted scores were new to this study. 
However, it should be noted that the Frequency scale seemed 
to hold the most weight on this scale. This is due to the 
fact that, on the Frequency scale, employees were asked to 
indicate the number of days on which the item occurred, and 
on the Intensity scale, employees were asked to rate an item 
compared to a standard. Thus, in many cases, Frequency 
scores were higher and more variable than Intensity scores. 
Implications 
There are several implications from this study. First, 
the results indicate that the Job Stress Survey seems to be 
measuring widely accepted role constructs on the job. The 
global terms of role conflict, role overload, and role 
ambiguity, have been made more specific to the job by the 
job stress factors. The factors and the constructs seem to 
be measuring the same thing. 
With some modifications, the Job Stress Survey could be 
used to identify the major sources of stress in an 
organization. once these stressors have been determined, 
the organization could develop training programs or initiate 
organizational change programs. Additionally, the Job 
Stress survey could be used to evaluate the outcome of the 
change program. 
However several modifications should be made before 
I 
the Job Stress survey could be effectively used. First a 
weighted score, developed in this study, seems to have 
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value for future use of the survey. Because the Intensity 
score was an average, not necessarily a personal score, and 
the Frequency score did not account for whether or not the 
item was considered stressful, the weighted score seemed to 
express the most by taking both factors into account. 
Although this study examined the two factors, Job 
Pressure and Lack of Support, separately, in the past an 
overall Job Stress Index had been obtained by summing the 
products of the Frequency and Intensity scores, and 
averaging over all 30 items. This study showed, in certain 
cases, the value of multiplying the individual items' 
Intensity and Frequency scores. In cases such as using the 
Job Stress Survey to determine the major stressors in an 
organization, it seems valuable to examine the stressors 
individually by a weighted score rather than by obtaining 
an overall score. 
Another modification to the Job Stress Survey 
suggested was, for the Frequency score, to extend the scale 
(number of days on which events occurred during the past six 
months) past 9+ days. Or, instead of extending the scale, 
the instructions could ask the employee to consider the 
original scale but in a shorter time period. Several 
comments were made that many stressors occurred on 
considerably more days than 9, and it would be easier to 
distinguish between the items' frequency if the scale was 
extended. 
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Although the present study showed support for the JSS, 
in the future, studies need to address the reliability of 
the survey. A test-retest study should be done to test the 
stability of the JSS. In addition, a test of internal 
consistency should be done. 
An examination of the coping behaviors also has some 
implications. First, while employees tend to cope with a 
Lack of Support and Role Ambiguity by "escaping," this may 
not be the most effective strategy. This could be self-
defeating since many times a lack of information could be 
the source of the problem. A control coping strategy to 
increase information and communication would be more 
effective. On the other hand, many times an employee can 
not change the situation by taking "control" in a Lack of 
Support situation, and taking an escape strategy can be less 
frustrating and more suitable. For example, if one feels 
his/her boss is unsupportive, convincing oneself that he/she 
has support from his/her peers, may ease the negative 
effects of the stress. 
In addition, since it has been shown that ; mployees 
who had been with the company the longest tended to take a 
control strategy the least, it may be advisable to develop 
specific programs teaching long term employees how to cope 
more effectively. Similarly, since males also took control 
coping strategies less often than females, a program designed 
specifically to teach males to ~ope more effectively may be 
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valuable. 
Although recently research on stress has increased 
' 
many avenues still need to be explored. For example, more 
research needs to be conducted on the relationships between 
demographic variables and the role constructs, and the 
coping behaviors. Fisher and Gitelson (1983) expressed the 
need for more research in this area in order to explain 
conflicting research across samples. Future studies should 
also examine moderator variables which could be effecting 
the relationships found in the present study. 
Consequently, because the Job Stress Survey does show 
promise, more research needs to be done on it. The 
individual items on the Job Stress Survey need to be examined 
more closely. Since this study was concerned with the 
relationships involving the job stress factors, the 
individual items were not studied in depth. In the future, 
it would be interesting to test the relationships of the 
individual items with coping behaviors. 
In the future, objective means of measuring coping 
behaviors would be a valuable addition to the scales used in 
the present study. Also, the effectiveness of one's coping 
behaviors, instead of the frequency of the behavior, may be 
an important area of future research. 
Consequently, future studies could examine the 
relationships of the job stress factors with the coping 
behaviors without the inclusion of the role constructs. 
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This would test whether the role constructs were accounting 
for most of the variance in the multiple regression and thus 
dropping the job stressors out of the equation. 
Finally, there is a danger involved in over-relying on 
personal coping strategies when stress stems from such 
organizational problems as role constructs. Without getting 
to the root of the problem, it can be perpetuated. 
Unfortunately, many organizations consider an organizational 
change program aimed at reducing ambiguity, conflict, and 
overload, unrealistic. Thus, they advocate exclusively 
managing the symptoms. While this can be an effective short 
term solution, the best long term solution for dealing with 
the negative effects of stress is a combination of 
organizational change and teaching effective individual 
coping strategies. 
APPENDIX A 
JOB srn£SS SLR IE'{ 
In;rt,nctic;os i t is ',,(ldel y reo:gn.i za:1 that jct> stress can have ser l a.JS 
e!f ect.s en the l 1 ves ot eq,loyees an:1 their famil i es. The ~ of this 
survey is to dete.rnine yo..ir fe.t.cepticn ot urp:,rtant SOJrOBS ot stress in yo.u-
-ork. U--ae 5UrJ"e'f a::ns i..st.s ot 30 statemant.s that desc?"ibe j c:b-re.lata:1 events 
dent..i f i ad a.s strasstu.1 by eq:,loye,es in a var iat:y of cx:x:upatia1S. Please 
read eacn statement ard then rate t.ha aDDJnt ot stress asscx:iated with the 
evert . 
In mak.l..rg yo..ir ra t..irqs, use all ot yo.Jr kn:,. 1~ ard e>q:ierierce t.akirg into 
aa::x:::,...xrt the rn..int ot time ard .-w!rgJ' that you feel ·.o..u.d be r:ecessary in 
adJust.l.n:; tD, or copin; with t.ha ~. Base yr::m: rat..i.n::Js a, ya.Jr puscna1 
.xpe.r-1~ as .-ell u what you hava c::t:.arwd to bat.ha case !er ochen. 
Sin::::a SCJDa ~l• adapt mre rMdi.ly than othara , please give 'fOJI c.pinia, of 
tha ~ m..tnt o! strw that J'OJ !Ml ia auoci.ated w'i th ead1 avant, 
rather than th e CXU WWW. 
!ha t i.IYt .-..rent, ASS!~ OF ~ ClJI'IES, was o:naistent.l y rat.ad 
by perscna •~ in a variety c f ~tiaw u proicin:;J an a,yyage rn..tnt 
ot art.res5. 'Ih.i.s eveit has been givan a ra~ ot "!;" an:i will be use:i as the 
1tlVX1l' n1 !or .val uat..irq the othar avwtt.s in the Jct> Strw SUrve:j. 'lair task 
is to a::zi:pu-a ead1 evwrt: -1.th tha ftNI1nn1, and thin to uaign a n.mt:er tran 
"l" to "9" to in:ticata it you j ~ the ~ to ba JZCA or less strasstu.l 
than being aasigr-.:1 d.aagreeable <izt.iaa. 
For thcae evwrt.s that yw teal ara ~ strM.atu.l than the stardard, ciii::.le a 
rurt:er prc:p::irt.ia,ataly largaI" than "5". It yo.i teal an .....,t, is laa 
stt"9UM than tha stardard, ci.rc:l• a rult:c' prqxrt..ialataly lcwer than "5". 
Far rJWrt:.s j~ to pra:b::a ~taly the MDIII aDDJnt ot st:r.a as the 
ASSIQfiE(l' OF CXJrIES, c.irt:.l.e tha rum:::e.r "5. 
Amcllnt o! Stress 
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srn~ JOB-REI.A'.lE) EVnrrS 
I.Qii ~i:~t& H.igb 
l. ASSIQfID-11' OF ~ c:urIES ••••••.•• l 2 J 4 (3) 6 7 8 9 
2. ~ c:,vert.,:im . . ......•. •. •••• .•.• .••.• . l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
) . Lack ot q::p:,rtunity tar adv'arcalelt ....... l 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
4. Aaigi ment o! naw or unfamiliar ct.lti• ... • l 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
5. Fellow .orkars not cx,irq their j oo •....••. l 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
6. I.nadecpat.a ~ b'f aupervaor .......... l 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
7. Daa.l in; w'i th crisis si t:uatia'\S ............ l 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
8. Lack ot IwJ .. qni tim tar go::d work •••.••• • • l 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
9. PartonD.in;J task3 rot in job dalsa'iptim ... l 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10. InadeqJata ar poor cµtl i ty eq, 1 pnent ...•. • l 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
PI.EASE a:N1'DUE CN BACl< 
6 8 
s rRES5 f!,,'.I. J012::REI.XrED EYWIS AnoJnt o! Stress 
r..c,., Mede~~ PJ.oh 
L 'Ass l gllDE.l tt of in::n.ased resp::usibili ty . . .. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
12 . Pe.ri cd.s o f inactivit y . . . . . ... . ..... .. .... . l 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
:J. D i ff i a.tl t::j gett.irg alcrg r..rith supervisor .. l 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
14 . E>:periercirq negative attitu::ies tor.,ard 
the ~t.la, . . . ... . .. . . . . . .. .... . .... . l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
15. Irs.t!!icient per!ICffll!l to adequately 
han::ile an ass ic;t ID!!! 1t • . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • 1 2 ) 4 5 6 7 8 9 
16 . 1"ak.lrq critical a,-tha spot dee isicns . ... 1 2 3 4 C: 6 7 ..J 8 9 
7 . Pers:nal insult rran 0lSt.ane.r/ crrwumer / 
<::x:)ll~ .• • ••.. •• •••••••••. • •••••••••••• 1 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
18. I.&:kot participatia, in ~licy-m.kirq 
diec:l..9 i a'lS . • . . . . . . • • • . . . • . . . . . . • . . . ..••••• 1 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
19. Inadequate salary ........................ 1 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
20. ~ tia, tar~--· ··········· 1 2 ) 4 5 6 7 8 9 
21. Pc:or or irw:wqlat.e llllpl!.IVisia, ........... 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
22. ~isy ""1t)rk, ar'M . . ........................ 1 2 ) 4 5 6 7 8 9 
23. Frequent int.arnlpt.ic:rlS . ·· · ········ ....... 1 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
24. Frequent charqes !ran oorin; to deman:ti.nq 
act..1.viti• ........................ • • • • • • • 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
25. Exc:essive paperwork ...................... l 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
26. Meet.in;; deadl..ines ........................ l 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
27. Insu!ficient parscral time (!or ~le, 
<::x:)ffee breaks, l \ll"d'1 ) • • • • • • • • . • • • • • . • • . . • • 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
28. c:,verirq worx !er an::,ther aq:,loyee ........ l 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 
29. Po:xrly motivated c:x:,,-,wcrkers ••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
30. c:nflicts with other dl!partment.s ••..••.•.• 1 2 J 4 5 . 6 7 8 9 
PtEASE a::NrillJE CN '!HE NEXT P}Q: 
St..~ SUr.rey 
PART ;I • Lr:\S"tr',&t..ioos: !he ~ o! stressful j cb events is influen:::e::i by the 
~ ot t.he.i.r co:::u:rrarce as well as the a:zro..mt o! stress asscciated lJi.th a 
part..iOJ..lar f!V1!!!1t. For ech ot t.ha jcb-related t!VW'!t..s list.ad belo., please 
in::tic:at.e the ~te rurb!.r ot davt c:!urirg the ~ six p;rrtt,,s en wtuch i'Ol 
have pencraa.ll y exp!rien::ae th.is ave,t. Cb th.is by cirt:lirg a n.mb!r fi-an "O'' to 
it 9 it far ead1 ....,.,-t.. Ci.r---1• "O'' i! tha tl'V'WTt did .cm. oc:x:ur c:!urirg the past six 
Im:nths: circle the l"1.mb!r "9" for each 9V9nt that yo.i experierced perscrally a1 
9 or p;pre days c:!urirg the pa:st six mart:hs. 
SIPlSSFUL JQB::BtlA'W EYWI'S ~ o! CBys cn .nid'l the Events 
Ccurn!d p,Irirp the Past Six !b'Iths 
J 1. Aaaigz mE:l ,t o! d.isagrw.ble dut.i•. . . . . . o l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
32. Werk.in; ov-ert...ilia ....................... 0 l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
JJ. Lack or q::pxtuni.ty !or advarx::mm!nt. • . • o 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 a 9+ 
J4. Assigz1t1e11t ot rwN or untam1J 1ar dutias. o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
J 5 . Fella. work.en rrt dcirg their j cb. . . . . 0 1 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
36. IMC:1«:pate su;p::xrt ~ suparvisor ....... 0 l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
37. Daa.lirq with crls.a situatiaw ......... 0 l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
38. lack ot t«:x:qnit.im !or gocxi ..erk •...•. O l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
39. Far!om.irg task9 oot in jcb 
dascript.ia1 ............................ 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
40. ~te or peer quality 9:1 1ipnent ... o 1 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
41. Asaig211sit ot in:::rea--1 rasp:nsibility. o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
42. Pericds ot inactivity .................. o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
69 
4J. Difficulty in gattin; al~ with 
~-•••••••••••••••••.••.••.•••. 0 1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9+ 
44. E!)cpari..-cinq nagative attitlD!S toward 
tha ar:gani.zatia, •...................... 0 1 2 J 4 S 6 7 8 9+ 
4 5. Inluf f iciant pc 90 I al to adllq\lataly 
hanil• an aaignaeut... . . . . . .. . . . . . . .. . o 1 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
46. Makin; c:ri tical aH:he spot decisiais. . o 1 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
4 7 • Per.laiaJ. inaul t tran custcmar/cx:rwumer/ 
cx::,11~. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
PLF.ASE a::ttrnlJE: CN BACK 
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stress SUrvey 
S U<ESS"FUL JOa-REI>.'.I"m EVENTS Nl..mbe.r of D!ys en which t.'18 Event 
CO':lJII&.l Dlrirc tbl Pa.st s~ Mart:hs 
48. Lacko! p!rt.i.c.i;:et.ial in ~icy-a,Jdn; 
~iaw ...•...................•••.•.. 0 l 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9+ 
49. InadeqJata aa.l.a.rjr • . • . • . • . • • • • • . • • • • • • • • 0 1 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
so. a::q:.tj.tia, fot" at!vm -=-nel"lt •••••••••••• 0 1 2 J 4 s 6 7 8 9+ 
51. Poor or L~ ~ia, ••...•••. 0 1 2 J 4 s 6 7 8 9+ 
52. ~~wlCJl"X.&Z"911l •••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 l 2 J 4 s 6 7 a 9+ 
SJ . Fnq..mlt ~--··············· 0 l 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9+ 
54. Frllq.lm,t d1Mqas rxan bcrirq to 
OIIIID!niin; activit.i. ................... 0 l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
ss. E:xcesaivw ~-··················· 0 l 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
56. Maat.in; daad.lJ.nall ...................... 0 1 2 J 4 5 6 7 a 9+ 
S7. I.nlRl.!!iciatt pi1. a.a al time ( tor ~l•, 
cc!!• brweJal, l urr:::tl ) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 l 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9+ 
58. CDvwril"qWOt1c tor an,tha:t- tq)lcyea •.... 0 l 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9+ 
59. Ftx::trly mct.ivata:i ~ •..... . ..... 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9+ 
60. o:ntlicts -'1th otbar dllpe.rtml!nts ••••••. 0 l 2 J 4 s 6 7 8 9+ 
PlDSE CI:ffl'nOE CN 'IHE NEXr P1'GE 
Stress SUr 1ey 
Ir;rt;nrtig:o; P ... ease rasp:a d to the !olla.i.rq rtatemern:..s, iro.ic:at.irq to -nat 
dagrM yc:u ~ err d.1Jeg:rM, 'r::?f placin; a 'chack mrt' in tha a;:pt q:a: :Lat.a col uni. 
KEY: S>t- snncI..Y 1GRE! 
,,,_ AGREE 
su,,. SLIG1fl'LY ~ 
~ ~~ ~ ~ 
SU>- SLIQm.:i 
c-~ 













1. I am giVW1 ~ tiaa tc de wat ia 
~ ct ma a, 1llf ja, ........... . 
2. It ottai --- liJal I bav9 ta, IL1d'l 
.icz::x !er aia ~ to de ...•....... 
J • 'Iha pm: t\JuiB.t ca stan:SaI'dll a, 'II/ j a, 
ax-a tOCJ ti.!¢ ....................... . 
DY!nEt1rmi Pl ... Ieap.:ld to tha tolla.i.rq stataaants, in:licating tba dagr-.e 
to .nid'1 thll crn:iltia'l a::iats tar J"Cll, by placirq a 'c:t-=x mrx' in tha 
~col\.lrln. 
Fri: v:r- Vm:t. 'IRlE 
'I- TRJE 
SLT- SLIGmU 'rRlE 
N- NE:I'mm 'l:Km }at P'ALSE 
51.1'- SLIGHTLY P'AIS! 
,. rAI.Sl!: 
VP- Vm:t. P'ALSE 
l. I teal oartain atx1tt bell IIJC'h 
authr:lrity I hllv9 ••••••••••••••••••••• 
2. I partaca t-.a that are to:)..-, er 
l::1::11:"izq • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
J. n... an clallr, plama1 gcals an:1 
otrjec:t.ivwa fer 'llf ja, •...•........•.. 
4. I have to de t.hJ.n1I that atxul.d be 
dcna di.!!arwlt.ly ..•..•••••.•••••••••• 
~- '1hara are a la::k ot poljdM an:l 
glli.m.l.il,aa to halp - ••••••••••.••••• 
vr 
l 














KEY: vr-~ TRJE 
T- 1RJE 
SLT- SLIGm'LY 'tRJE 
~ N£r'Ilim m.,~ ~ FMSE 
SI.F- SLIQfi'LY D..L5E 
r- F4'L...c:"E 
VF-~ FALSE 
6. I a able to act tha aame , ragardlea 
ot the~ I a vi.th .........••...• 
7 . I am cot t L U!d ar ~ 'atlll!!, I 
really cb1't e:xpect it .............. . 
8. I .-:::,:rk urder ~t.ible policies 
an:1 guidal.inas ...................... . 
9. I >cn:,w that I have divida:i ~ t.ima 
fil~ly ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
10. I tw:ei ve an a.aignnant vi thaJt tha 
~ to c::cqll eta it . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
11. I Xl"l:IW "1at 'If/ I~ •ibili U.. are •• 
12. I have to tu::::k a rule or policy in 
order to carry OJt an uaigrment ..... 
lJ. I h5V'8 to "teal Wf Vlrj"f in pe:rtc:t'llUJ'q 
'llf"f drt..i ............................. . 
14. I tw:eive aaaigrmant.a that arw within 
'llf"f trainirq am caplbility . .... ~ ..... 
15 . I !eel oa:rtab, hew I will be tN-
aluatai tar a rai.N ar prcm::,tia, •••.• 
16. I~ just tha rlq1t amamt ot wcrx 
to c:i:, •••••••••••••••••••••• •• •••••••• 
17. I ll0t1c vith two ar a::zI"9 ~ "'10 
q:,e:rata q.tl.ta di.tferl!l"lt.ly .••••••••••• 
18. I 1a'CW aactly lh!t a a,q:a:t:a1 ot 
1111111 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
19. I r.:.!ve in:xmpt.ihle rapaat.a traa 















Stress sur ;ey 
KE'{; ·rr- ·l':.:Rl ~"E 
r- '!R..'E 
SI.I'- Sl.IG!r.....Y 'IR.,"E 
~ NEr'DiER ffl.JE ~ FAI.EE 
SU- Sl.IGHI'LY D.I..SE 
F-~ 
VF- \i''EX:{ F1u.SE 
2 o . I am llTOlrtain as to ?x:w my j a, is 
l iiiJc:e::i • • • . • . • • • • . • • . . • . • • • • • • . • • • • • • • 
2 ~ . I do t.'"l..irqs that an ~ to bt ac-
cepted by aw par.scr1 an:i n::7t:. ~ 
'af~ ..... . . .. .. .... ............ . 
22. I am told l'n.' wall I am ck)irq my jcb. 
2 J . I rw:a.i V1I an assigrment it'i tin.rt: 
adequata raaaircas a,nj mtari.aa to 
C>CaC1lt.a it .......................... . 
24. E:xpl..anat.icn ia clear ot ..nat baa to 
:t=- dcrla ............................. . 
25 . 
26. I MVW to ..icrx urda.r vagua dinctives 
or- o:rciar's ••.•..• •.. ... • •••..••••••••• 
27. I i:-rtCDD wlCrlc that suits ~ valuas .. 
2 8 . I a:l rx,t krx:,w if Tl.ff -aic will be 
~l• to my bcaa •••••••.•••••••• 
vr 
1 













SU' - F VF 
5 6 7 
st... '""e:5S SUrvey 
PARI' C 
Irsu;.,c;,lQl5: Far aad1 of the three s i tuat.ic:ns descr i.te:i l:elo- , please Lrx:licate 
he:,.., frequent.l y yo.i t"19aC't. in the g.1 ven ways. 
S1t:uaticri l i YCIJ are urcert.a.i.n of what yo.i are S'I~ to do c:n yo..ir j d.:J o r 
unsure ot how to ~ch a putiOJ.lar ass i gnnent . 
1. Get t.cqather ·.nth 'f!.rf super-
V l.$JI" to ~ JSS th.Ls . . , ....•. 
2 . T":'/ to be v.._ry organized so 
that: I can ~ c:r, tcp of. 
~-.... ... .... . . ... .. . ... . 
J . Talk with peq,le (other than 
iI1'/ super,risor) wtx:, are in-
vol ved. .. . .......... · · · · · · · · · · · 
4. Try to see th.ia s i tuatic:r, as 
an q:p:,rtunity to learn ard 
dev'e.lcp r.. sJcills .... . ...... . 
5. ?Jt @Xtra att.ent..ia1 c:r, plarni.rg 
arrl sc::hEd.Jlirq . . ..... . .. .... . . 
6. Try to th.ink ot myN.l.! as a 
'-'l.1'lnlr- as ,aac:na wtx, a.lwys 
er.mes th.ro.J:;h ..... . .......... . 
7 • Tell myse.l ! that I can prc:t:ebl y 
work ~ out to rrry ad-
~ - · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 
8 . cevote ?%Cl%'9 t.iJDI an:i ~ to 
die i.rG rrry j ci:). • • • • • • • . • . . . . . • . . 
9 . Try to gat aalitiaial paq:,le 
invol '191:1 in th.i.w ai tuatic:r, . . . . 
10 . 'Ihink aboJ:t thl chall~ I 
can !in:i in this si tuatia1 .... 
11 . Try to work faster an:1 rore 
e..tticiarrt.ly .................. . 
U . Dllcide what I th.ink 5hould b! 
ck:na ard eq,lain th.is to the 









PI..EAS'E a:NrINUE CN niE NEXT PAGE 
Cc th.15 sane- A.l.m.:lSt 
ra.ithe.r times always 
ortai 1"XJI" Cc de 
rarely th.is tl°'..is 














13. Give it -art best effort to do 
what I th.ink is ex;:e::,-._aj o! 
:m ........................... . 
14. ~ halp tran paq:,le who 
have tha p::war to do IICIDIP!th..in; 
tar n:a . ...•..•......•.•....... 
15. Seek advi ca tran pl!q)l outsida 
tha situatia, who my nct hav9 
~ tut who can halp • think 
ot ways to de .bat us expactAd 
ot ?DII •• •• ••••••••••• •••• ••••••• 
16. \lk:xrk a, ~ J:01.ici• \which 
Oil :tMd th.is •i t:uatia, ......... . 
11 . 'Ihrcw lll'f1Nl.! into 1llf wlC1:X an:1 wcrx 
hardar, laqar l:x:ut11 ••.....•.•• 
18 . Avoid bairq in thia ai t:uat.ia, it 
I can •..•.••••••.•.••.•••• , • .•. 
19. TtLll m'j1Nl.t that ti.ma takas care 
ot ait:uatiaw l.ika this ....... . 
20. Try to~ tNSy fi"CD thia type 
ot ait:uaticrl9 ................. . 
21. Rmin:i mya.l! that w1CI'X isn't 
eve:rythirq . .. ................. . 
22 • Anticlpata tha nagati va o:n-
~ mo that I'm prllp!!lnd 
far -'Clr'St. •••••••••••••••••••••• 
2 3 • Dal.agate work to others .......• 
2 4 • s.ptrata mya.l! u nx:h as poss-
ible traD tha people who creatad 
th.is aituatia1 ................ . 
25. Try net to get CXIOl:tla:i atoJt 
it ............................ . 
26 . ~ 111f best to get cut ot this 
aituatia, gracet\ll.1y .••••.•.•.• 
1 






nei the.r times 










2., . Accept. th.i..5 s i t:uatic:n l::ecause 
then i..5 rx:,thirg I can do to 
~ it .... . ... . . . .. . ... . ... . 
2 a . Set 'ftff own priori ti• t:as«i en 
what I l ika to do .. . .. . . .. . .. . . 
Hardly Rarely 




Co t.."i..is Sare- Al.m::st 
neither ~ always 
often rx:>r Co do 
rarely t.~ t.."i..is 
3 4 5 
Situaticn , ; Ycu .orx i.i th t-~ or mra gro.zpa who ~ta quite d.it!erently, 
or yo.i do th.irgs en the jc:b that terd to be ao::ept.ed by aw 
parsa1 ard. not accept.a:i by othen . 
1 . Get tc:get.her i.i th TI!-/ super-
vi.9or to di.'JIC:PSS th.is . . - . - .. 
2 • Try to be very organized so 
that I can kaep a, tq, ot 
t.h.ings ........... . ...... - .. . 
J • Talk w'i. th peq:,le ( other than 
'Jr/ supervisor) who a.ra in-
vol V'ed. ••. - • - •. - ·, - • - - - • - - • - -
4 . rry to sea this situaticri as 
an ~ty to laam ard. 





5 . F\It extra atta,tia, c:n plannin; 
arxi s::hadul.i.ng._ .... -._---·· - . 
6. Try to think ot myNlt as a 
wirnar- u rm• who always 
c:aaaa t:hrcu;h,., _________ ,_, -. 
7. Tell lll'j'Ylt that I can pr±lab 
worx things cut to 'flff ad.-
ly 
~------·--··-------··- . . 
a. c.vota mere t.ima an:i enarqy to 






, ...... CN 
Pan.l.y Co th.is SaDI!- A1m:st 
de rwithar ti.mas always 
th.is ottal oor D::> de 
ran.ly this t.~ 
2 3 4 5 
niE NDa' PAGE 
76 
S t...'""e:5.5 SUr, ey 
9 . Try to get ad::i.it.iai.a.l ~le 
i..nvol V8d in th.is s l OJa ticn .... 
10 . Th.ink aha.rt: the c::ha.ll erqes I 
can t ind in t.hi.s ai tllaticn .... 
u . Try to t..or:x !aster aro mre 
e.!f icie:nt.ly . ................. . 
12 . Cl!lcide .hat I thl.nk sr.a.tld be 
dcne arrl axpla..in t.hi5 to the 
peq:,le wh:> u-. at!ected ...... . 
lJ. Give it T!rf best a!!ort to oo 
what I th.ink is axpectad ot 
?DB •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
14. ~ halp tran ~l• .no 
have tha p:,,,,tar to do mth.in; 
to:r JDa • ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
15. Seek advica tran ~• o.rt:.side 
the situatia, .no my n::rt. have 
pc:,.e:r- tut. .no can halp ma think 
ot i.ays to oo ~t is e:xpect.ed 
ot m . . ....................... . 
16. Wark en c:hanqi.rq policies .nidl 
caused this situatia, ......... . 
l 7 . Thro-{ :nyse.l ! into rrry wrlc an:1 





18 . Avoid t:e..in:; in th.is si tuatia, it 
I ca.:n •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
19. Tall mysalt that tllll takes care 
ot si tuatiaw llka this . ...... . 
2 o. Try to ~ lNliY tran this type 
o! si tuatiaw ................. . 
21. Remird mysel! that~ isn't 
~-···················· 
22. Anticipate the rw:;ativ. ccrt-
saq.ances 90 that I'm~ 
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Co this Sane- A..1Jrost 
neither times alw"ay"S 
Otten n::>r ce do 
rarely tu.s t.h.i.s 
J 4 5 
Stress SUrlf!!Y 
2 - . ~ eqa te ~ to others . .. ... . . 
24. Separate myself as l!D:h as p:ss-
i.ble rraa the ~• .tx, c:r-.ated 
t:h..us situat.i.a, ... .. ....... .. .. . 
2 5. Try rCJt to gat cx:rcerne:i al:x::,..rt:. 
l.t . ... . . .• .. .. . ............ . ... 
26. co my best to gat a.Ito! th.is 
s i tuaticn ~tu.ll y ..... . .... . 
2 . Aa::l!pt th.i5 sit:uatia, because 
~ ~ rrth..irq I can do to 
it ........ . ............ . 
2 8 • set 'i!ff am priori ties based a, 





Rare.ly Co th.is 
do neither 













Sit:uaticn J; Ya.1 feel that yo..i arw rrt giVW1 ~ ti.ma to do what is 
cxpectai ot yo..i. 
1 . Get t.c:qetha:r with ~ super-
v l.SCr to ~ lS8 this .... . ... . 
2 . Try to be very arganize:i 50 
that I can~ a, tcp ot 
thi.r1:;s . ...................... . 
3. Talk with ~l• ( other than 
'tiff ~) ~ are in-
vol.......:1 . ...................... . 
4 . Try to 5819 this s i tuatioo as 
an ~ty to laam an:i 





5 • PUt extra attait.ioo al plarnirq 
an:i scha:iJ.lirq ............... . 
Pare.ly [):, this 
do neither 
this otten nor 
~y 
2 J 








6. Tri to th.ink ot myse.l ! aa a 
.-innar- u m::a.e ~ always 
a:mes thro.J:;h ................ . 
7. Tall mysa.l! that I can pra:ebly 
~ t:hi.n:;a cut to rt1f ad-
varrt.agie . . . . . . . . • • • . . . . • . . . . . . . 
8 • Dllvot.a ?JCr'9 t.ima an:1 .-.my to 
oo.i.rx; rrrt jct,. . . . . . . . ......... . 
9. Try to get aaiitia.al ~l• 
invol. ved in thia ai tuatia, .... 
10. 'Ihink ab:l.rt: tha challrqas I 
can !in:i in th.a ai tuatia, .... 
ll. Try to worx tutar' an:I IClr'II 
at~ici.-rt.1.y .................. . 
U. Dael.de what I think stxuld be 
dcrw an:1 eqJlain this to the 
~l• .tlc are a.!!ectad ...... . 
lJ. Give it rt1f bast at!ort to oo 
what I think is cx;.=t.a:1 ot. 
mil • .•..•.••••••••••••••••••••• 
14. Ra:pest halp trail ~l• wtx, 
have the pc.war to oo IICl!lllthi.n; 
tar- mil . ••.•••••••••••••••••••• 
l5. SeaJc advice traa ~l• a.rt:side 
tha aituatia11ib:) my net. have 
p::,wc- l1Jt "10 can halp m think 
ot wya to de lihlt a cx;.=t.a:1 
ot .................... -...... . 
16. Work a, c:harqinq pclici• w!hidl 





17. 'ntt'cw l'll'fll8l! into rt1f \wCI'k an1 work 
hardar, la,gar ~ .......... . 
18. Avoid bain; in th.a si tuatia, it 
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Co this Sane- AlirOSt 
neither times always 
oft.en l'X)I" Co do 
rarely this this 
J 4 5 
Stress SUrvey 
19. Tell myse.l! that t.i.l!2 takes care 
o! situat..iaw l.i.ka th.is .. ... . . . 
20. Tty to kMp trway fi'an this type 
o! situat.iallS . . . ....... . . . .. .. . 
21. Fa!,jn:j mysal ! that wort i.sn ' t 
~-- ······· ··· ·· ··· · ··· 
2 2 • >.nt.ici.pat.a the ne:;a ti ve a:::n-
~ so that I ' m prepared 
!orwlCll:"St ••.. • ••.... .. ...••••.• 
2J . Dlll~ta work to others ....... . 
24. separate myae.lt as n¥:h as p:as-
ibl e trcm the peq;,l• who c::reate::i 
thi.s •ituatia, ................ . 
2 5 • Try rd: to get c:x:r,ce.rned al:a.It 
it . .. ... .. ........... . ..... . .. . 
26. D::> rrry best to get cut of this 
s i t:uatia, graoat\l.ll y . . ........ . 
27. Ac.a!pt thi.s situatia, because 
there is n:::,th.ing I can do to 
~ it ..................... . 
28. Set rrry ~ priori ties based a, 






Ra.rely C.o th.is Sane- Al..!rcst 
do ne i t~ tiJ?es always 
tlu.s often ror C.o do 
rarely this th.is 
2 3 4 5 
APPEHDIX B 
INTRODCCTIO~ 
The University of Central Florida has been working with 
Stromberg-car son in order to determine where the sources of 
stress lie in ~~e compa ny and how people cope with the stress 
they are experiencing. The following questionnaires have been 
put together to assist u s in gathering this information. 
Your answers and opinions are important! This data 
wil help determine future actions regarding stress management 
programs in the company. We hope that you will take the time 
to fill out the questionnaires as completely as possible, since 
your informa tion will be helpful for both research purposes and 
for program development. Please return whether completely tilled 
out or not. 
Please sign and return the Consent Form to the researcher 
now. The Consent Form will be kept separate tram the questionnaire. 
Please return the questionnaire to t.l-ie Sunn Drop Box in the 
Medical Department no later than 
Moad.ty , June 20, 1988. 
Thank you for your time. 
PL.EA.SE CHECK ON"E: 
AGE: ( ) 18-29 
SEX: ( ) Male 
MARITAL STATUS: 
PLEASE CHECK ONE: 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
30-39 ( ) 40-49 ( ) 50-59 ( ) 60 and above 
Female 
Never been married ( ) Married ( ) Divorced 
Widowed 
COMP ANY EXPERIENCE; 
STATUS: ) Salaried ( ) Salaried/Non-Exempt ( ) Hourly 
Are you a mamber ot management? ( ) Yes ( ) No 
PLEASE FILL IN BLANK: 
Number of years with the company: 
82 
INTRODUCTION 
Researchers at the University of Central Florida are working 
with several local organizations to determine the sources of stress 
within organizations and how people cope with the stressors they 
experience . The following questionnaires have been designed to 
gather this information. 
Your answers and opinions are important. We hope that you will 
take the time to fill out the questionnaires as completely as 
possible. The information you provide is critical for research 
purposes. Therefore, please return these forms whether or not they 
are completely filled out. 
Please sign and return the Consent Form to the researcher now. 
To insure confidentiality, it is necessary to keep the Consent Forms 
separate from the questionnaires. Results will be presented only in 
aggregate form. The researchers will be the only ones to have access 
to the actual data. Please return the questionnaires in the envelope 
provided, no later than one week from today. 
Thank you for your time and assistance in completing this 
research project. If you have any questions or need additional 
information, please call Dr. Janet Turnage or Valerie Moser at 
275-2910. 






PLEASE CHECK ONE: 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
30-39 ( ) 40-49 ( ) 50-59 ( ) 60 and above 
Female 
Never been married ( ) Married ( ) Divorced 
Widowed 
COMPANY !IP!RIENC!: 
STATUS: ( ) Clerical ( ) Managerial ( ) Professional ( ) Other ___ _ 
PLEASE FILL IN BLANK: 





J un e 10 , 1 9 8 8 
s_ r o ber g - Carls on Emp l oyees 
Jo s e ph w. Va cc aro and Charles T. Walsh 
S 9E SS SU RVEY 
8"! ha v~ l.J e en wo r k i ng with researchers at the · University of 
Ce ~ ral Fl o r id a t o ass i st us in determining the sources of 
stress a S- C a nd ho w enoloyees cope with stress. 
On Tuesday, June 1~ and Thursday, June 16, from 11:00 am 
Lo 1:00 pm in t he employee cafeteria, you may get a 
~J e s ionnaire fro researchers. The questionnaire will also be 
, -3 i l ~ I) l e a t M & A Bu i l d in g , 2 5 t h S t re e t , a n d r a in i n g Ce n t e r 
oc a ion s. The questionnaire is completely confident i al, and 
t er e i s no cost in vol ved. It takes approximately 45 minutes 
o co rl ete and must be completed on non-work time. 
'J u r r1s ll'ers and opinions are important! This information will 
IJ C' .J s e J t o be n e f i t e ploy e es tJ y a 11 owing us to : 
rJ de ve lo p be tt er stress management training programs 
o i mpr ov e t he E ployee Assistance programs 
o pr omote health and well- eing. 
'vie ~V~ you to take the time to respo~d! Please return the 
e s t1 Jnnaire to the Survey Drop Box 1n the Medical 
Department, no later t an Monday, June 20, 1988. 
J o s e p h 'fl • V a c c a r o , D i r e c t o r 
[ p l oy~ e Relations, Benefits, 
Repr oduction 
JWV / CTW/sh 
6 9 04t 
Charles T. Walsh, Director 





TO THE PARTICIPANT: 
PURPOSE: 
ThP jnformatjon rPquPstPd jn thP following quPstjonnajrps 
jg for sciPntific rPsParch purposPs only. ThP rPsParch js 
bPing conductPd jn ordPr to dPterminP thP relatjonshj_p 
betwPen various sources of stress in the workplacp and 
role constructs to different types of coping behavior. 
87 
The study is being conducted by Valeri.e J. Moser, Industrial/ 
Organizati.onal Psychology graduate student at thP University 
of Central Florida, as part of a Master's Thesis. 
CONSENT: 
Participation is on a strictly voluntary basis. There. will 
be no penalty or prejudice if you decide not to participate 
at any time. All data collected will be h~ld in the 
strictest confjdence. Participation will be anonymous. 
The researchers will protect the privacy of all conc~rned 
in accordance with the standards and ethics of the 
Amerjcan Psychological Association. 
~Vu ~ , ~ \ J 
Researcher 
,~l1, %'>J , ,3, ,9~(~ 
Date 
------------------------------~------------------------
I understand the nature of this study and agree to partic-
ipate. I understand that participation is voluntary and 
that I may withdraw at any time without penalty or prejudice. 
Participant Date 




TO THE PARTICIPANT: 
PURPOSE: 
The information requested in the following questionnaires is 
for scientific research purposes only. The research is being 
conducted in order to determine the relationship between 
various sources of stress in the workplace and role 
constructs to different types of coping behavior. 
The study is being conducted as part of a Master's Thesis, 
by Valerie J. Moser, graduate student at the University of 
central Florida, under the direction of Dr. Janet Turnage. 
CONSENT: 
Participation is on a strictly voluntary basis. There will 
be no penalty or prejudice if you decide not to participate 
at any time. All data will be held in the strictest 
confidence. Only the researchers will have access to the 
actual data. Participation will be anonymous. The 
researchers will protect the privacy of all concerned in 




I understand the nature of this study and agree t ~ 
participate. I understand that participation is · o luntary 
and that I may withdraw at any time without penalty or 
prejudice. 
Participant Date 
PLEASE RETURN THIS TO THE RESEARCHER NOW 
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